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DETAILED ACTION 
Prosecution History Summary 

Claims 21 , 23-28, 41 , and 43-53 were pending per Applicant's amendment filed 
10/17/2005. 

Claims 21, 23-28, and 51-53 have been withdrawn per applicant's response to 

election/restriction filed 4/6/2006. 

Claims 21, 23-28, 41 and 43-53 are currently pending. 

Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election without traverse of Invention II, Species I in the reply filed on 
4/6/2006 is acknowledged. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 41 , and 43-50 filed 10/17/2005 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
1. Claims 45 and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 45 and 50 recites the limitation "the coherent group". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
fornn the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 41, 43, 47, and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Herz et al. (US 5,754,939, herein referred to as Herz). 

Regarding claim 41, Herz teaches: 

mining to gather and organize infomiation from tine Internet to form a database 
having a hierarchical schema (see at least: abstract, col. 1 lines 45-52, col. 2 lines 4-1 1 , 
col. 4 lines 34-col. 5 line 5, col. 54 lines 30-31, col. 6 lines 34-38, and col. 7 lines 47-50, 
Fig. 5); 

acquiring a textual query from a user {see at least: col. 4 lines 55-64, col. 7 lines 
62-65, col. 8 lines 37-39, col. 66 lines 48-54, Fig. 15); 

deriving a micro-context corresponding to the meaning for the textual query by 
examining a user's activities on the user's computer {see at least: abstract, col. 5 lines 
6-25, col. 6 lines 51-60); The Examiner notes that a target profile interest summary is 
developed as a micro-context corresponding to the search/query profile sets of the user 
interests and is continually updated according to the user's changing interests; 

operating independently from the hierarchal schema to locate a subset of the 
information in the database, the subset corresponding to the micro-context (see at least: 
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abstract, col. 5 lines 6-25, col. 6 lines 51-60); The Examiner notes that the customized 
rank order list is a sub set developed independently by a first and second module (see 
at least: col. 6 lines 42-49); 

presenting the subset to a user {see at least: abstract, col. 5 lines 6-25, col. 6 
lines 51-60, Fig. 10, 16). 

Regarding claims 43, 47, and 49 Herz teaches: 

(43 and 47) wherein examining a user's activities on the user's computer 
comprises tracking a user's navigation through the Internet to gather contexts important 
to the user {see at least: col. 7 lines 22-28 and lines 47-50, col. 58 lines 55-60). The 
Examiner notes that the system monitors and tracks a user's browsing habits of the on- 
line (i.e. Internet) articles. 

(49) wherein examining a user's activities comprises reviewing the results 
produced by prior Internet searches conducted by the user to gather information 
regarding contexts important to the user {see at least: col. 21 line 66-col. 22 line 15). 
The Examiner notes that by analyzing feedback on previously provided target objects 
(i.e. prior search results) and thereby analyzes the results. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 44, 45, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Herz in view of Colby et al. (US 2002/0077997, herein referred 
to as Colby). 

Regarding claims 44 and 48, Herz teaches all of the above as noted and further 
teaches searching an online/internet database and exannining user activities (including 
prior search results) to gather information on contexts important to the user and derive a 
micro-context (see at least: col. 7 lines 22-28 and lines 47-50, col. 21 line 66-col. 22 line 
15, col. 58 lines 55-60). Herz, however, does not expressly disclose where examining 
user activities/deriving a micro-context includes reviewing prior searches. Colby teaches 
a system where an advisor determines the effectiveness of existing tables based upon 
an analysis of query histories (i.e. by reviewing pr/or searches) completed by users. 
Additionally, the advisor logs queries that are rewritten by the Rewriter and queries that 
would benefit from being rewritten (see at least: 0016, 0076-0077). The Examiner notes 
that the "views" are analogous to a micro-context. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have included where examining user 
activities/deriving a micro-context includes reviewing prior searclies as taught by Colby 
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in order to provide a system in which potential new views (i.e. micro-contexts) may be 
created in order to improve query/search performance (see at least: Colby, 0076). 

Regarding claim 45, as cited in claim 49, Herz further teaches wherein 
examining a user's activities comprises reviewing the results produced by prior Internet 
searches conducted by the user to gather information regarding contexts important to 
the user {see at least: col. 21 line 66-col. 22 line 15). The Examiner notes that by 
analyzing feedback on previously provided target objects (i.e. prior search results) and 
thereby analyzes the results. 

3. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Herz 
in view of Hatakeyama et al. (US 5,469,354, herein referred to as Hatakeyama). 

Regarding claim 50, Herz discloses all of the above as noted and further 
discloses breaking textual elements of the target objects into component words and 
textual bigrams (see at least: col. 13 lines ). Herz, however, does not expressly teach 
wherein deriving a micro-context comprises assembling words from the textual query to 
form a coherent group. Hatakeyama teaches dividing search terms into 
component/constituent characters, and thereby teaches deriving a micro-context 
comprises assembling words from the textual query to form a coherent group (see at 
least: col. 12 lines 46-60). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to have modified the invention of Herz to have included deriving 
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a micro-context comprises assembling words from the textual query to form a coherent 
group as taught by Hatakeyama in order to reduce the number of the documents which 
are to be subjected to the time-consuming body text search to a possible minimum, 
whereby the volume of the documents to undergo the text body search can be reduced 
correspondingly, which in turn means equivalently that the full text or document retrieval 
can be realized at a very high speed (see at least: Hatakeyama, col. 16 lines 40-53). 

4. Claim 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Herz 
in view of Colby, as applied to claims 41 and 43-45, and in further view of 
Hatakeyama. 

Regarding claim 46, Herz in view of Colby teaches all of the above as noted 
and further discloses breaking textual elements of the target objects into component 
words and textual bigrams (see at least: Herz, col. 13 lines ). Herz in view of Colby, 
however, does not expressly teach wherein deriving a micro-context comprises 
assembling words from the textual query to form a coherent group, Hatakeyama 
teaches dividing search terms into component/constituent characters, and thereby 
teaches deriving a micro-context comprises assembling words from the textual query to 
form a coherent group (see at least: col. 12 lines 46-60). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified the invention of 
Herz in view of Colby to have included deriving a micro-context comprises assembling 
words from the textual query to form a coherent group as taught by Hatakeyama in 
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order to reduce the number of the documents which are to be subjected to the time- 
consuming body text search to a possible minimum, whereby the volume of the 
documents to undergo the text body search can be reduced correspondingly, which in 
turn means equivalently that the full text or document retrieval can be realized at a very 
high speed (see at least: Hatakeyama, col. 16 lines 40-53). 
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Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• US 53011 09 to Landauer et al. discloses a computerized cross-language 
document retrieval using latent semantic indexing 

• US 5321833 to Chang et al. discloses an adaptive ranking system for information 
retrieval 

• US 5331556 to Black et al. discloses a method for natural language data 
processing using morphological and part-of-speech information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William J. Allen whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1443. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rob Pond can be reached on (571) 272-6760. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

William J. Allen 
Patent Examiner 
June 14, 2006 




